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Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after t he mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1)S Responsive to communication(s) filed on 3/29/2007 . 
2a)l3 This action is FINAL. 2b)D This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) ^ Claim(s) 1-12 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) ^ Claim(s) 1-12 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) [>3 The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) 13 The drawing(s) filed on 14 October 2003 is/are: a)S accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

1 1) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-1 52. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)D All b)D Some * c)Q None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. Q Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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1 ) Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 4) □ Interview Summary (PTO-41 3) 

2) □ Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) PaP^ No(s)/Mail Date. . 

3) □ Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO/SB/08) 5 ) □ Notice of informal Patent Application 

Paper No(s)/Mail Date . 6) □ Other: . 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Motsinger 
6/18/2007 
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Response to applicants Arguments/Amedment 

1 . Applicant has filed an argument/amendment on 3/29/2007. The amendments to 
the specification have not been entered. The amendment to the specification is not 
in proper form See MPEP section 714 [R-5] for a detailed description of the rules for 
amending the specification. The cancellation of claim 8 has not been entered. 
Applicant should note that upon filing USPTO automatically renumbered claims 9-13 
since they were not claimed in consecutive order (claim 8 was missing). Therefore 
amended claims 9-12 have been renumbered to claims 8-12 (see renumbering of 
claims below.) Since these renumbering causes there to be two amendments to 
claim 8, the cancellation of claim 8 has not been entered. The remaining 
amendments to claims 1-12 have been entered. 

2. Applicant's arguments filed 3/29/2007 with regard to the objection to the 
specification have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. Applicant has 
failed to correctly amend to resolve this point the previous objection applies. 

3. Applicant's arguments filed 3/29/2007 with regard to the objection to claim 1 have 
been fully considered but they are not persuasive. Applicant has failed correctly 
amend to resolve this point the previous objection applies. The "the" in front of the 
non-visible encrypted multidimensional bar code was not the problem the problem 
was there is no non-visible multi-dimensional barcode merely a fluorescent one 
applicant should replace "non-visible" with " ultra violet activated florescent" or claim 
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a non-visible ultraviolet activated fluorescent encrypted multidimensional bar-code in 
each instance. 

4. Applicant's arguments, filed 3/29/2007, with respect to the objection to claim 3 
have been fully considered and are not persuasive. If applicant wishes to claim a 
Markush as it appears from the arguments claim must be amended differently (see 
objections to claims below). 

5. Applicant's arguments, filed 3/29/2007, with respect to the rejection of claim 9 
under 35 U.S.C. 1 12 first have been fully considered and are persuasive. The 
rejection of claim 9 has been withdrawn. 

6. Applicant's arguments with respect to the 103 rejection of claims 1-12 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Renumbering of Claims 

7. The numbering of claims is not in accordance with 37 GFR 1 .1 26 which requires 
the original numbering of the claims to be preserved throughout the prosecution. 
When claims are canceled, the remaining claims must not be renumbered. When 
new claims are presented, they must be numbered consecutively beginning with the 
number next following the highest numbered claims previously presented (whether 
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entered or not). Note claims 9-13 were originally renumbered to claims 8-12. So the 
amended claims filed are now renumbered again. 
Misnumbered claims 9-13 been renumbered 8-12. 

Objections to the Specification 

8. The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: on page 6 
"...the majority of back office..." should read "...the majority of bank...", on page 12 
"USPO" should read "USPTO." Appropriate correction is required. 



Objections to the Claims 

9. Claims 1 , 3 and 6 are objected to because of the following informalities: In Claim 
1 and 6 the non-visible encrypted multidimensional barcode" lacks antecedent basis. 
For the purposes of examination examiner has interpreted that non-visable was 
included in error. In claim 1 the word filter appears to be misplaced as it no longer 
makes sense in the claim in view of the amendment. For the purpose of examination 
examiner has determined the word filter was intended to be deleted. Regarding 
claim 3 The word "and" is grammatically incorrect here. Applicants arguments seem 
to indicate that a Markush claim was intended to properly claim this applicant should 
use the language "printed in at least one ink selected from a group consisting of:...) 

Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. 112 2 nd Paragraph 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 
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The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

10. Claims 9-12 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

11. Re claim 9, Claim 9 is rejected because "reading encoding on a document" was 
deleted and the document was never decrypted in claim 9. Therefore elements 
"receiving the data read from the document" and "displaying the Decrypted data" 
make no sense because such "read" or "decrypted" data is not claimed. For the 
purposes of applying art examiner is interpreting that the reading and decrypting is 
done by the reader/decrypter. 

12. Re Claims 10-12, Claims 10-12 are rejected as unclear because they depend 
from claim 9. 

13. Re claim 12 Claim 12 cites "data is read with a modified standard barcode 
reader " this makes no sense because no "modified standard bar code reader" is 
included in the claim. It is believed that applicant intends that "modified standard bar 
code reader" is meant to be a description the reader/decrypter however the 
decryption is done in the "terminal" in claim 12 this makes no sense. If applicant 
wishes that the reader/decrypter is a "modified standard bar code reader" the claim 
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should read as follows "where in the reader/decrypter is a modified standard bar 
code reader" and the reading section and the decrypting language must be 
addressed in claim 9. For the purposes of examination examiner is interpreting claim 
12 to read, "wherein the reader/dycrypter is a modified standard barcode reader. " 



Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

14. Claims 1-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hayosh et al in view of Greene et al US 6,089,610 in further view of US 6,212,504 
Ramzy US 6,073,121. 

15. Re Claim 1 Hayosh discloses, a method of verification and fraud detection of 
documents, comprising: printing data on a document using a encrypted 
multidimensional bar code. (See figure 1 and column 8 lines 35-50.) Note the 2-D 
barcode on the front of the cheek and the document is encrypted with keys. 
Presenting the document to a reader unit and decrypting the encrypted 
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multidimensional bar code data. (See abstract.) Note the data is readout i.e. 
decoded by a document reader. 

16. Hayosh does not disclose and displaying the encrypted data. However Ramzy 
discloses these elements in element 54 of figure 1 . One of ordinary skill in the art 
would be motivated to provide such a display to allow for "teller review" also 
disclosed in element 54 of figure 2. Therefore it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to combine the teachings of Ramzy with Hayosh to achieve 
the aforementioned advantage. 

17. Hayosh also does not disclose the bar code printed in UV activated fluorescent 
ink. However Greene discloses putting a bar code multi-dimensional barcode in UV 
activated fluorescent Ink. (See column 2 lines 10-15.) Note the bar code is 
disclosed as two-dimensional and the ink is fluorescent. One would be motivated to 
change the bar code to a invisible fluorescent ink to "deter would be counterfeiters" 
column 2 lines 15-16. Therefore it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to combine the teachings of Rammzy, Hayosh and Greene to achieve the 
aforementioned advantages. 

18. Re Claim 2 Green further discloses, wherein the data is encrypted with a non- 
visible ink. (See column 2 line 10-15.) 
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19. Re Claim 3 Hayosh further discloses, wherein the name of the recipient(payee 
column 3 line 5) is encrypted with a multidimensional bar code (2-D barcode column 
3 line 10) 

20. Greene further discloses the barcode printed in at least one of a fluorescent ink 
and non-visible ink. (See column 2 lines 10-15.) 

21 . Re Claim 4 Hayosh further discloses, wherein the name of at least one person 
authorized to sign the document (signer of the document column 3 lines 1-10) is 
encrypted and printed in a multi-dimensional bar code on one side of the document. 
(See column 3 lines 1-10) 

22. Green further discloses wherein the multi-dimensional bar code is not visible (see 
column 2 lines 10-15.) 

23. Re Claim 5 Hayosh further discloses, wherein the name of at least one person 
authorized to sign the document is encrypted with a multidimensional bar code (see 
column 8 lines 35-50 and column 1 1 lines 57-64) 

24. Green further discloses the bar code printed in at least one of UV activated 
fluorescent ink and non-visible ink. (See column 2 line 10-15) 

25. Re Claim 6 Hayosh discloses, a method of verification and fraud detection of 
documents, comprising: using a encrypted multidimensional bar code. (See figure 1 
and column 8 lines 35-50.) Note the 2-D barcode on the front of the cheek and the 
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document is encrypted with keys. Which includes name of the document recipient. 
(See column 11 lines 45-47.) Note that payee name is encoded. Including the 
name of a person authorized to sign the document. (See column 8 lines 35-50.) 
Note that person authorized to sign the cheek is encoded via a combination of public 
and private keys. Presenting the document to a reader/decoder, for reading and 
decoding the encrypted multidimensional bar code data. (See abstract.) Note the 
data is readout i.e. decryption by a document reader. 

26. Hayosh does not disclose determining the encoded name of the recipient and 
person authorized to sign the document and displaying the encoded names. 
However Ramzy discloses displaying the data in element 54 of figure 2. Ramzy 
also discloses the data including name of the payee (name of recipient) and 
signature of the payer (name of person authorized to sign the document) in a bar 
code. (See column 3 lines 15-30.) So this data would be displayed and must be 
determined before it can be displayed. One of ordinary skill in the art would be 
motivated to provide such a display to allow for "teller review" also disclosed in 
element 54 of figure 2. Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to combine the teachings of Ramzy with Hayosh to achieve the 
aforementioned advantage. 

27. Hayosh also does not disclose the bar code printed in UV activated fluorescent 
ink. However Greene discloses putting a bar code multi-dimensional barcode in UV 
activated fluorescent Ink. (See column 2 lines 10-15.) Note the bar code is 
disclosed as two-dimensional and the ink is fluorescent. One would be motivated to 
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change the bar code to a invisible fluorescent ink to "deter would be counterfeiters" 
column 2 lines 15-16. Therefore it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to combine the teachings of Rammzy, Hayosh and Greene to achieve the 
aforementioned advantages. 

28. Re Claim 7, Greene further discloses where in the encrypted names within a 
multidimensional barcode are printed with a UV activated non-visible ink. (column 2 
lines 10-15) 

29. Re Claim 8, Hayosh discloses wherein the name of at least one person 
authorized to sign the document is encoded on at least one side of the document. 
(See rejection for Claim 6). Note that if it is included in the bar code it must be on at 
least one side of the document. 

30. Re Claim 9, Hayosh discloses, a system for verification of an encrypted bar code, 
comprising: a reader/decrypter (See abstract.) , for an encrypted multidimensional 
bar code ( see column 2 line 1 .) 

31 . Hayosh does not disclose a terminal for receiving data read from a document; 
and a display for displaying the decoded data from the document to verify data on 
the document with data encoded on the document. However Ramzy discloses these 
elements a terminal for receiving data read from a document (element 9 (terminal) 
figure 1 ) and a display for displaying the decoded data from the document to verify 
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data on the document with data encoded on the document (element 1 (display) of 
figure 1 ). One of ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to provide such a 
display to allow for "teller review" also disclosed in element 54 of figure 1 . Therefore 
it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the 
teachings of Ramzy with Hayosh to achieve the aforementioned advantage. 

32. Ramzy and Hayosh do not disclose the bar code printed in UV activated 
fluorescent ink. However Greene discloses putting a bar code multi-dimensional 
barcode in UV activated fluorescent Ink. (See column 2 lines 10-15.) Note the bar 
code is disclosed as two-dimensional and the ink is fluorescent. One would be 
motivated to change the bar code to a invisible fluorescent ink to "deter would be 
counterfeiters" column 2 lines 15-16. Therefore it would be obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to combine the teachings of Rammzy, Hayosh and Greene to 
achieve the aforementioned advantages. 

33. Re Claim 1 0, Greene further discloses, wherein the encrypted bar code data is 
encoded with UV activated non-visible ink. (see column 2 lines 10-15) . 

34. Re Claim 1 1 , Hayosh further discloses wherein the reader/decrypter is a modified 
standard barcode reader (see abstract). The word "modified" by itself is virtually 
meaningless any barcode reader, which is different from another barcode reader, 
could be considered a modified version of the latter. 
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35. Ramzy further discloses the barcode decrypted in the terminal and displayed to 
compare with data on the document. (See element 9 (terminal) and element 1 
(display) of figure 1.) 

36. Re Claim 12, Hayosh further discloses, wherein the reader reads/decodes the 
multi-dimensional property bar code. (See abstract.) 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Sean Motsinger whose telephone number is 571-270- 
1237. The examiner can normally be reached on 9-5 M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jingge Wu can be reached on (571 )272-7429. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 




